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of the FRCP. 


amended complaint, the 

Was correctly dismissed 
pleading requirements 

which provides that: 


“In all averments of fraud or mistake, the cireum 
+ 


stances constituting fraud or mistake shall be stated 
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Conclusion 


It is re~pectfully submitted that for the reasons stated 


above the District Court’s order of July 2, 1975 should 


be in all respects affirmed 
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